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INTRODUCTION

2 Q Please state your name and business address

Steven M. Oleo, 1200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona, 85007

5 Q- By whom and in what capacity are you employed?

I a m e mploye d by the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion ("Comlnis s ion") a s  a n Ass is ta nt

Dire ctor for the  Utilitie s  Divis ion

9 Q Are you the same Steve Oleo that has previously provided Utilities Division Staff

("Staff") testimony in this docket?

P UR P OS E

14 Q What is the purpose of this testimony in this case

The purpose is  to  provide minor corre ction to my pre vious ly tile d

testimony and to also present some background information to the Commission regarding the

water situation in the Pine. Arizona area

of my te s timony a

19 III. DISCUSSION

20 Q What is  the correction you would like to provide

On Page 6, line 9, of my previous testimony, the "0.02" should be "0.20

23 Q What is your background experience with the Pine-Strawberry area, in terms of

issues. before the Commission?

S ha ve  be e n involve d with wa te r is sue s  on a nd off in this  a re a  for ove r 20 ye a rs
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1 Q-

2

Have you previously provided testimony regarding water availability in the Pine-

Strawberry area?

3 Yes, in several cases .

4

5 Q- Can you summarize what your testimony has been?

6

7

8

There  have  been many issues , but the  one  most pe rtinent to this  case  would be  the  wate r

supply is sue . My te s timony, on  be ha lf o f S ta ff ha s  be e n  a bou t the  la ck o f wa te r

ava ilability in the  a rea . This  te s timony was  based on information ava ilable  a t the  time  and

discuss ions  with the  wa te r supply experts  a t the  Arizona  Department of Wate r Resources9 .

10 ("ADWR") .

1 1

1 2 Q,

1 3

1 4

1 5

Were you involved in producing testimony for the Commission which was used in the

Commission's imposition of the various moratoria that have been imposed in that

area over the years?

Yes, as well as other members of Staff.

1 6

1 7 Q- Can you briefly summarize the procession of moratoria on connections that took

1 8

1 9

pla ce ?

Ba se d on the  re se a rch done  for this  ca se , prior to 1989 the re  wa s  no mora torium. The

following is  a  lis t of Commiss ion Decis ions  S ta ff could find tha t dea lt with the  mora toria :

De cis ion No. 56539, July 12, 1989
imposed.

tota l mora torium on connections  was

2 0

2 1

2 2

2 3

2 4

2 5

2 6

Decis ion No. 56654, October 6, 1989
mora torium.

main extensions were  added to tota l

A.

A.

A.

A.

2.

3.

1 .

Decis ion No. 57047, Augus t 22, 1990 .-- mora torium was  modified to a llow
5 connections per month, main extensions were not addressed
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

Decis ion No. 64400, Janua ry 31, 2002 .-- mora torium was  modified to a llow
25 conne ctions  pe r month, ma in  e xte ns ions  we re  a llowe d if cus tome r
provide d wa te r.
De cis ion No. 65435, De ce mbe r 9, 2002 .- a pplica bility wa s  cla rifie d s uch
tha t mora torium a pplie d to a ll Brooke  Utilitie s , Inc. wa te r sys te ms  in P ine ,
Arizona  (no changes  were  made  to the  mora torium itse lf).

Decis ion No. 67823, May 5, 2005 - mora torium is  reduced to 2 connections
pe r month which wa s  la te r re duce d to ze ro on Ma y 1, 2006 (S ta ffs  opinion
is  tha t the  mora torium on main extens ions  remained the  same  as  de linea ted
in Decis ion No. 64400).

12

13 Q- What factors led Staff to believe that a moratorium was necessary?

1 4

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

P rima rily the  la ck of wa te r production by P ine  Wa te r Compa ny. This  la ck of production

le d  to  wa te r s horta ge s  a nd outa ge s  during  pe a k time s . Ca lcula tions  us ing wa te r

production figures  and water usage  figures  in the  la te  1980s and early 1990s indica ted tha t

P ine  Wa te r Compa ny ha d e nough wa te r production ca pa city to a de qua te ly se rve  a bout

ha lf its  cus tome rs  during pe a k time s . (It s hould be  note d tha t a t tha t time  P ine  Wa te r

Company was  actua lly E&R Wate r Company and was  not ye t owned by Brooke  Utilitie s ,

Inc.) In a ddition, a ll the  informa tion a va ila ble  to S ta ff from ADWR a t the  time  indica te d

tha t the re  was  no la rge  wa te r supply ava ilable  in the  P ine /S trawberry a rea  for P ine  Wate r

22 Company.

23

24 Q- Wha t po te n tia l ha rms  o r d iffic u ltie s  to  the  pub lic  d id  S ta ff fo re s e e  tha t le d  S ta ff to

25 believe a moratorium was necessary?

26

27

28

Without proper and adequa te  wate r se rvice , the  hea lth and sa fe ty of the  public is  a t issue .

P e ople  ne e d wa te r for drinking, cle a ning, cooking, e tc. In a ddition, if the re  is  e nough

water, it can a lso be  used for fire  suppression.

29

30 Q- In what way does  Sta ff be lieve  a  mora torium would prevent thes e  potentia l harms ?

l in H Illllll\

A.

A.

al l l

4.

6.

5.

Lu llll_
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1

2

3

4

A mora torium does  not prevent these  ha rms. A mora torium is  only recommended by S ta ff

a s  a  la s t re sort. Usua lly by the  time  a  mora torium is  imple me nte d by the  Commiss ion a

wate r sys tem is  in a  s itua tion where  wa te r se rvice  is  improper or inadequa te . The  purpose

of the  mora torium is  to prevent tha t type  s itua tion from becoming even worse .

5

6 Q.

7

Is it Staff's position that a moratorium on service connections also prohibits a CC&N

(Certificate of Convenience and Necessity) holder from entering into main extension

8

9

1 0

1 1

agreements?

It can. However, in the  ins tant case , Commiss ion Decis ion No. 64400 a llowed P ine  Wate r

Compa ny to e nte r into ma in e xte ns ion a gre e me nts  a s  long a s  the  a pplica nt supplie d a n

adequa te  wate r source . It is  S ta ffs  opinion tha t no s ubs e que nt Commis s ion de cis ion

e limina ted tha t a llowance .1 2

1 3

1 4 Q- What is the difference between connections and main extensions that justifies this

1 5 d iffe re n c e ?

16

17

18

A conne ction is  one  tha t doe s  not re quire  a  ma in e xte ns ion but s imply re quire s  the

ins ta lla tion of a  s e rvice  line  a nd me te r a t the  prope rty to be  s e rve d. For a  conne ction,

the re  is  not a  Commis s ion rule  tha t a llows  a  wa te r s ys te m to  re quire  the  a pplica nt

19

20

2 1

requesting service to also pay for or provide a source of water. A main extension is one

that requires a water main to be installed up to the property to be served before service can

service line and meter be installed). Arizona

22

b e  p ro vid e d  (i.e . ,  b e fo re  a can

Adminis tra tive  Code  R14-2-406.B.1 a llows  a  wa te r sys te m to re quire  a n a pplica nt for a

23

24

25

main extens ion to provide  or pay for more  than jus t the  actua l pipe . This  rule  a lso a llows

the  wa te r sys tem to require  the  applicant for se rvice  to pay for any additiona l plant (e .g.,

source, storage, pressure, e tc.) necessary to properly and adequately serve the applicant.

26

A.

A.

A.
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1 Q- Does this conclude this portion of your testimony?

2 A. Yes, it does .


